Impacts of Withdrawals on Streamflow
Misconceptions vs. Science




Urban Impacts on Streamflow

e Natural flow 1s a function of:

— precipitation, ET, slope, soils, vegetation




Water Withdrawals for Select Towns 1n the Charles
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Flow Response to Growth - Neponset R at Norwood
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Streamflow Impacts

e Misconception

CRWA



Summertime Withdrawals by Subbasin in Charles R
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Streamflow Impacts

e Science

— wastewater export and impervious



Supply vs. Demand

e Misconceptions




Supply vs. Demand
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Ample Groundwater with a Dry River

Ipswich River i1s a Prime Example

www.charlesriver.org




Supply vs. Demand

e Science

— water supply for rivers 1s threatened 1n the
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Withdrawals

* Misconceptions

— wells far from the river have no effect



September Baseflow — Upper Charles R
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September Baseflow —Mine Brook
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-8— Pre-Impact Flows (15913-1535)
=8— Pozt-Impact Flows (1545-2004)

Swift River — 75th percentile
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Flow Alteration
In the Upper
Delaware

* Typical NYC
diversion of over
50% at the 3
reservoirs: 250
bgal annual avg

www.charlesriver.org

Median Monthly Flow at Neversink, NY Gage
(RVA Targets within Error Bars)
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Withdrawals

e Science

— all well withdrawals affect the river, just timing
of the impact 1s shifted




[rrigation

* Misconception

— lawns need to be watered frequently to be

CRWA



[rrigation of Residential Grass

Recommended Depth = 1.0 in/wk




[rrigation

e Science

— lawns 1n the NE only need about 1.0” of



Mitigation of Impacts on Streamilow

 Conservation

CRWA



Conservation

* Misconceptions

— per capita water use in MA 1s already low

CRWA



Conservation vs. Recharge

e Science

— r1vers respond to total use not per capita use

— outdoor conservation could save 30-40% 1n
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